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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 11 October 2006 . 
2a)£R] This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 7-20 is/are rejected. 

7) \3 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)0 accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received; 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) D Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) D Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 12222006 



Application/Control Number: 09/804,003 
Art Unit: 2623 



Page 2 



DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/1 1/2006 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

2. In response to applicants' argument (page 7, 1 st paragraph) that neither 
Sciammarella nor Ali teaches or suggests "computing a rating of a category of the first 
level as a function of ratings of subordinate categories of the second level", please refer 
to the explanation given below as well as all of page 4 in Ali. 

Applicants should first note that Ali explicitly discloses that icons for user ratings 
and icons for predicted ratings are separate, similar, but distinct. Secondly, Ali further 
discloses that the "user's preferences, expressed as ratings, are necessary as input to 
the various predictive algorithms of the invention" (paragraph 0031, lines 33-35). 
Furthermore, Ali discloses "the user teaches the system his or her preferences by 
assigning overall ratings to programs they are familiar with, and rating individual 
program elements, such as actors and genres. Subsequently, the preferences are 
fed to one or more predictive algorithms to assign ratings to programs that 
predict the likelihood of the user liking them. " (paragraph 0036, lines 1-7). 
Therefore, the 'one thumbs up' of the "All Category" shown in FIG. 5 of Ali is the user 
assigned ratings used by the predictive algorithms (the system - the user profile 
module) to assign ratings to programs ( to compute ratings ). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 6-8 t 12-15, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sciammarella et al (USPN 6,608,633), previously cited by examiner, 
in view of Ali (USP 2002/0199194), previously cited by examiner. 

Regarding claim 1 , the claimed "method of rating database objects" is met as 
follows: 

• The claimed step of "categorizing the objects into a plurality of categories" 
is met by the discussion of programs being organized and displayed within 
the GUI according to categories [col. 5, lines 8-13]. 

• The claimed step of "rating at least one of the said categories based on 
user preferences" is met by the measuring value used to compute the 
relative importance of various categories [frequency of use is specific to a 
particular viewer - user preference. Frequency of use is a measuring 
value to rate program categories, col. 4, lines 27-57 and; col. 5, lines 5-20]. 
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• The claimed step of "arranging the categories in accordance with a multi- 
level category scheme with a first level of categories and a second level of 
categories subordinate to a respective category of the first level" is met by 
the fact that the categories can be further sub-divided into sub-categories, 
which can also be ranked according to the aforementioned measuring 
value [col. 6, lines 53-65]. 

• The claimed step of "computing a rating of a category of the first level as a 
function of ratings of subordinate categories of the second level" is not met 
explicitly by the Sciammarella reference. The Ali reference, however, 
discloses a system for ranking programs and categories similar to that of 
Sciammarella. Figure 5 shows a leach sub-category 1 screen 50, which is 
used to rank sub-categories according to user preferences and 'thumbs 



can be used to 
categories, 



up/down' ratings. Paragraph 31 teaches that screen 50 : 
allow the user to assign 'thumbs' ratings to the selected 
although the display is not immediately redrawn to reflect the user's 
ratings. 

Ali further discloses that the "user's preferences, expressed as ratings, are 
necessary as input to the various predictive algorithms of the invention" (paragraph 
0031 , lines 33-35). Furthermore, Ali discloses "the user teaches the system his or her 
preferences by assigning overall ratings to programs they are familiarwith, and rating 
individual program elements, such as actors and genres. Subsequently, the 



preferences are fed to one or more predictive algorithms to assign ratings to 



Application/Control Number: 09/804,003 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2623 

programs that predict the likelihood of the user liking them. " (paragraph 0036, lines 
1-7). Therefore, the predictive algorithm that that predicts the likelihood of the user 
liking a certain programs by computing the user's preferences to assign ratings to 
programs is the user profile module. 

The Examiner also notes that it is inherent to the system overall and more 
directly to screen 50 that the rating of the category is computed based on the ratings of 
the sub-categories. Screen 50 shows that the entire category has a rating of +1 , which 
is the average of the ratings of all of the sub-categories 2-1 0 (the average being 5/9, 
which, when represented by a whole number, is rounded to 1). The Examiner further 
notes that the system uses collaborative filtering, discussed in paragraph 39. 
Collaborative Filtering uses weighted averages in order to suggest programming and 
rounds to the nearest whole number to represent the weighted average as a 'thumbs 1 
value. This weighted average functionality and the inherent average of the 'thumbs' 
ratings found in screen 50 indicate that a function (the average function) is used to 
compute the rating for the category based on the ratings of the sub-categories. The 
Sciammarella reference even goes as far as to suggest that the user may select a 
program rating through manipulation of the GUI [Sciammarella, col. 5, : lines 15-20]. It 
would have been clearly obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to rate sub-categories and use these ratings to compute ratings of categories, 
in order to predict ratings for items of media content according to how; likely they are to 
appeal to a user based on the user's own earlier ratings. 
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Regarding claim 2, the claimed "method as defined in claim 1, wherein the rating 
of the category of the first level is computed as the average of the ratings of subordinate 
categories of the second level" is met by the same discussion as above in claim 1. The 
function discussed with reference to claim 1 is the average function. See the above 
rejection to the fourth bullet point of claim 1 for further discussion. 



Regarding claim 6, the claimed " method as defined in claim 1 , characterized in 
that the objects are programs in an electronic program guide (EPG) database, and the 
categories of the first and second level are genres and sub-genres of said programs, 
respectively" is met by the discussion of the EPG data which is sent in the data stream 
from the head end [col. 7, line 62 - col. 8, line 4]. The GUI discussed throughout the 
reference makes use of the EPG data (including genre and sub-genre of each program) 
that is stored in data buffer 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 7, see the above rejection of claim 1. 

Regarding claim 8, see the above rejection of claim 2. 

Regarding claim 12, see the above rejection to claim 6. 

Regarding claim 13, the claimed "computer program product for performing, 
when executed on a programmable computing device, the steps of the method as 
defined in claim 1" is met by the same discussion as set forth in claim 1 . The fact that a 
computer program product can execute the steps of claim 1 is met in column 5, lines 
21-25, wherein a computer program for accomplishing the aforementioned steps is 
disclosed. 
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Regarding claim 14, see the above rejection to claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 15, see the above rejection to claim 2. 

Regarding claim 19, the claimed "apparatus as recited in claim 14, further 
comprising memory adapted to store user profile information" is met by EEPROM 38, 
for storing user settings and preferences [col. 8, lines 40-43]. 

5. Claims 3-5, 9-11, and 16-18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sciammarella et al (USPN 6,608,633), previously cited by 
examiner, in view of Ali (USP 2002/0199194), previously cited by examiner, and in 
further view of Lemmons (USPN 6,481,011), previously cited by examiner. 

Regarding claim 3, the Sciammarella and Ali references teach all of that which is 
discussed above with regards to claim 1. Neither the Sciammarella nor Ali reference 
teach the claimed "method as defined in claim 1 , wherein the method further comprises 
a step of visually representing a rating by means of a color". The Lemmons reference 
teaches the use of colors to distinguish between liked and disliked programs [col. 6, 
lines 13-21] and between sub-genres [col. 6, lines 57-67], It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the use of 
colors into the rating system, in order to more accurately highlight programs and genres 
that a user likes [col. 1 , lines 56-59]. 
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Regarding claim 4, the Sciammarella, Ali, and Lemmons references teach all of 
that which is discussed above with regards to claim 3. Neither the Scjammarella nor Ali 
reference teach the claimed "method as defined in claim 3, wherein a plurality of ratings 
is represented by means of a single color, a parameter of said color corresponding to a 
respective one of said plurality of ratings". The Lemmons reference discloses the ability 
for the user to assign a color to a rating in order to fit personal preferences [col. 6, lines 
13-21], It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the use of colors into the rating system, in order to more 
accurately highlight programs and genres that a user likes [col. 1, lines 56-59]. 



Regarding claim 5, the Sciammarella, Ali, and Lemmons references teach all of 
that which is discussed above with regards to claim 4. Neither the Sciammarella nor Ali 
reference teach the claimed "method as defined in claim 4, wherein said parameter is 
the saturation of said color". The Lemmons reference does disclose a way to 
distinguish between different colors and ratings by varying intensity of color through the 
use of backgrounds and patterns [col. 7, lines 49-53]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the use of 
varying colors into the rating system, in order to more accurately highlight programs and 
genres that a user likes [col. 1 , lines 56-59]. 



Regarding claim 9, see the above rejection of claim 3. 
Regarding claim 10, see the above rejection of claim 4. 
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Regarding claim 17, the claimed "apparatus as recited in claim: 16, wherein the 
first and the second levels of categories are displayed on the display screen" is met by 
screen 50 of Figure 5 of the Ali reference, as previously discussed in claim 14. Screen 
50 displays "All Category" and sub-categories 2-10 on the display screen. 



Regarding claim 18, the claimed "apparatus as recited in claim 17, wherein the 
display screen is adapted to display a connection indicator, which connects a category 
of one of the first level of categories to one of the second level of categories" is met, 
again, by screen 50 of Figure 5 of the Ali reference, as previously discussed in claim 14. 
Screen 50 displays "All Category" and sub-categories 2-10 together on the display 
screen, with the ability for the user to actuate the GUI and move seamlessly between 
the category and the sub-categories. 

Regarding claim 20, the claimed "apparatus as recited in claim 16, further 
comprising an electronic program guide (EPG) module adapted to display programs on 
a screen, wherein the ratings of the plurality of second categories areiincluded in the 
displayed programs" is met by Figure 2 of the Ali reference, which shows a list of 
suggested programs accompanied by their rating icons [paragraph 31;]. These 'thumbs' 
indicate favorability ratings based on category ratings, actor ratings, or other such 
predicted ratings. 
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Conclusion 



THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the; mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Harun M. Yimam whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7260. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-272-6000. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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